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Mr. John Hollowell
President
SheD Pipeline Comp-.y, LP
777 Walter Strcet
Two Shell P)aza
H~ TX mS2

Re: CPF No. 4-2002-SOO7M

D8' Mr. HoIkJweII:

Enclosed is the Final Order iJIued by the Aaociate Administrator for Pipeline Safety in the
abovc-refelalced cue. The Order finds that you have addreued the inadequxiea in ~ur integrity
mlDaganent JXOgrIm ~~ idaltificltionpn)Ceci urea that were cited in the May 13, 2002 Notice
of .A_mcndmalt. 1ber~r«~ you DCed DOt take -y r.utba' 8CtiCXI with respect to the m8ttaI in this
cue. This enforcement action is now closed. Your receipt of the Final Order constitutes service of
that document wxter 49 C.F.R. § 190.5.

ElM:IOIIUe

Mr. David F. Sheaft"
Compliance AaunDCe
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DEP ARl'MENT OF l'RANSPORT AnoN
RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATION

OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY
WASHINGTON. DC 20590

~ Fa-y 11-13, 2002, punuant to 49 U.S.C. § 60117, ~~tati~ oftbe Westcm 8xI
Southwest Regiona, Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS), iDlp«:ted Shell Pipeline Company, LP's
(Respondent'a) pipeline integrity management program at Respondent'a facility in Houston, Texas.
As . rauIt of tile inspection, die Director, Southwest ReIion, OPS, iJIUed to ReapolMlent, by letter
d8ted May 13, 2~. Notice ofAmeIMIII8It (NOA). The NOA alJepci that RCIfM)IxIent'a integrity
manaaementproc edUla for identifying pipeline ICgmmD thIt could affect . high conIequeDce area
(MHCA segmenta") were inadequate in the following three Ire,,: (1) the procedures failed to utilize
airdi Jpersion modcla for its highly volatile liquid (HVL) pipeline segmmts; (2) the procedures failed
to ccx.ida' 'Pill migration vi. .u~ waterways, 11M! o1ba: drainaae padlways; aOO (3) the
fil"""ueect~ failed to fully identify all relevant Unusually Sensitive Are8I (USAs) ("1temI1- 3 j. The
NOA propoaed to require amendment ofReIpODdcot'a procedures to comply with the requirementl
of 49 C.F.R. § 19S.4S2.

By letta'dated June 11. 2002, ReIpOIKiaIt lUbmiucd i1l reIpODK to die NOA. With rapect to Itan
I. Respondent dillgliCcd that ita segment identification procedma were inadequate. With respect
to ltana 2 and 3. Respondent presented explanations and infonnation addressing the alleged
ilJ.tcqU8ci~ RespOIMIaIt 8110 requested . he8iDg. The bearing wu held on June 4. 2003 in
Houston. Ta-. By Ieita' dated J~ 30. 2003. ReSlXJildent sulxnitted additional inform8ion for
the i~i~ in IUWOrt of its pGlition.

Item 1. Widl rapcct to the utilization of air ditpenion modeling. in determining bow . release on
a given pipeline lCIJDent could affect a HCA, HVL pipelineoperat on are required to UK technically
sound mcthodl of accounting for the dispersion of commodity by air. In its response and at the
he8ing. Rcspcxxtmt demoaItrated that ita HCA scgmeot idaltificatiOD procedures did in fact use
. teclmically lOuIxt medM)c( of consida'iDI air d.sion fCX" HVL legmaIu. Specifically,
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R~.1t daDOOltrated tb8t the sizes of the buffer zona it used wae baed on dispersion
modeling of every commodity it trBDsportI--including HVr uIing PHAST software and
COnIerYative assumptions such u full rupture of its highest volume HVL lines under various
di.:b8rle vol~ and ~ conditions. RCIpoIMlelit further delltODItn.aed tb8t the size of its buffer
7DDe8 IIxt the overall faults of ita HCA aegrllei""at idaltificatiCXI bad beaI vatidated by subsequent
site-specific dispersion mcxleling. AccordinalY, I find that with respect to hem I, Respoltdent's
integrity management program seament identification procedures were not inadequate as alleged in
die NOA.

Item 2. With respect to the co.-denboo of spill migratjon via ~aii"... waterways. 81M! otba-
drainage pathways, in detcnninina bow a releue on a given pipeline segment could affect a HCA,
operators arc required to consider the topographic fcaturca I\DTOUDding the pipeline segment,
i1M:luding drainage I)'Items such u smallltreaml 81M! other p8tbw~)'I such u roadside ditclleS and
~ field drain tile that could act u a ccxKIuit to die HCA. In its reIp(XI8e 11M! 8; the hearing.
Resporldmt KknowledlCci that the implanaltation procell it bad in piKe at the time it initially
performed its HCA segment identification utilized software that did not have a hydrology
component Respondent asseItcd that these hydrologic conduits were generally diacullcd at various
ri* ~~meeti np but ICkJX»wlcdgcci that at ~ time of tile inspection. .standard ized process
fix' systematically i~rponting h)-dr'Ologic featma was oot i1M:hxIed u . specific element of its
written HCA segment identification procedures. Accordingly, I find that with respect to Item 2,
Respondent's integrity management program IeIJneI1t identification procedures w~ inadequate u
alleged in die NOA.

Itan 3. With rapect to the identific8tion of USA., in cxda: to ~ that all HCA legmalts 8'e
identified, operatoR must identify every relevant USA-including any USAI dIat may not be IiJtcd
in the National Pipeline Mapping System (NPMS). In its response and at the hearing, Respondent
acknowledged t))at the implemmtlboo procell it bad in pIKe It the time of the inspection did not
axovide for 1be acquisition of drinking wit« USA data for Michipn. De~ Kaltucky, aIxt
TmmeIaee and ~Iolical USA data (or Pellnaytvmi.. Accordingly, I find dIat with respect to Item
3, Respondent's integrity management program segment identification procedures were inadequate
as alleged in the NOA

In ill.~DK and at the bcarin& ReIpoIKiaIt d~.ted that IiJx:e the time oCthe iDSp«:tion, it
has revised its HCA segment identification procell with respect to Items 2 aDd 3. With respect to
Item 2, Respondent hu upgrlded to site-specific spin trajectory modeling that incolpOratcs small-
sIJeam pathways aDd otba' b)odlologic features IDd this is now reflcc:ted in ill written procedura.
Wi d1 ~ to Item 3, Re8iXJIKIcat b811maK1cd i IIJXOCcd ~ to direct the ~ 0 C .. aaax:Y data
to ensure that all relevant USAa 8e properly identified on m ongoing bail regaldl~ oC whether
they are identified in the NPMS. The Director. Southwcat Region. has reviewed the revised
proced~ mid KCeptcd d1em . 8dequate. Accordingly, I fiDd that ReIpOIldmt hu corrected the
inadeqUKi~ cited in Itans 2 ... 3. ~~~ Respondent'. KtiODI have l8isfied the p~1cd
amendment 0 fproced urea, it is ~~ to issue an order~ ng amaxtmcnt 0 fR esponudent '.
procedures. ThereCore. Respondent need not take any further action with respect to the matten in
this Cale.
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Under 49 C.P.R. § 190.215. Respondent bas a right to submit a petition for reconsideration of this
Final Order. The petition must be received within 20 days of Respondent's receipt of this Pinal
Order and must contain a brief statement of the issue(s). The terms and conditions of this Final

Order are effective upon receipt
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